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Abstract. The study presents a comprehensive analysis of independent infinitive structures with non-
finite predicates, focusing on their syntactic, pragmatic, and stylistic aspects. These clauses, which ex-
hibit interrogative and exclamatory features, are characterized by non-standard syntax, granting them
a unique place within the system of English sentences. The paper categorizes these units into three
groups: 1) Infinitive structures with the particle “to” at the front (To + infinitive); 2) Infinitive struc-
tures with a topical subject (S + to + infinitive); 3) Structures with “Why + (not) + infinitive?”. Special
attention is given to the first and second types of infinitive structures, which have not been the focus
of prior research. These types are distinguished by specific language features, which necessitate a thor-
ough investigation to determine their unique syntactic status. In contrast to the third type of infini-
tive units, two synonymous structures with the finite form of the predicate are examined to highlight
differences in their pragmatic content and usage patterns. The study also presents a distribution scale
of the five patterns according to their pragmatic meanings and frequency of occurrences. These mod-
els highlight the following pragmatic features: admiration, amazement, invitation, resentment, disap-
pointment, satisfaction, solidarity, irritation, disbelief, and despair. The current study also provides a
quantitative analysis of infinitive structure usage in British and American literature, revealing a pre-
dominance of negative illocutionary acts, with positive acts primarily observed in IIS1 structures. In
addition, the paper has established a greater frequency of structures represented by finite verbs (CSS1
and CSS2) compared with those having non-finite predicates (IIS3). The contrastive analysis revealed
significant syntactic, pragmatic, and stylistic differences between the third type of infinitive structures
(IIS3) and their synonymous finite predicates (CSS1 and CSSz). Negative illocutive acts were predomi-
nant across all patterns, with positive acts primarily in IIS1. The highest frequency of occurrences was
found in structures with finite predicates. Additionally, the study identified syntactic, pragmatic, and
stylistic constraints on IIS3, noting the absence of to-infinitives, contrary to some linguistic claims.
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HccnenoBaTtenbckasi CTaThst

MecTo He3aBUCHMMBIX MHPMHUTUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIUI
B CHICTeMe aHITIMMCKUX NpeNIoKeHun

3.B. Kocrausan

MocKoBcKmii rocyfapcTBeHHbli yHuBepcuTeT umennu M.B. JlomonocoBa,
1250009, Poccus, Mocksa, yn. Moxosas, 9

AnHoTamua. JlaHHOe JCClIejoBaHNe IPeNCTaBAeT co00ii aHa/lIN3 He3aBUCUMbIX MHQUHUTUBHBIX
KOHCTPYKIMII B aHIVIMIICKOM SI3bIKe, C aKIIEHTOM Ha X CMHTaKCUYeCKue, IparMaTidecKye U CTYINA-
CTUYeCKUe 0COOEHHOCTI. DTU KOHCTPYKLMM BBIJIE/AIOTCA HECTaHJApTHOM (HopMoii 06pasoBaHus,
YTO IIO3BO/IAET PACCMATPUBATh UX KAaK OCOOYI0 CUMHTAKCUYECKYIO eIMHUIY B CUCTeMe aHITIMICKNX
HpenoXennit. B paboTe BbIfe/NeHbl TPU TPYMIIIBI HE3aBMCUMbIX MHQUHUTUBHBIX KOHCTDPYKIIMIL:
1) nHQUHNTYBHbIC KOHCTPYKLUM C YacTuLell “to” B Havase npemnoxenns (To + vHMHUTUB); 2) UH-
GUHNTMBHBIE KOHCTPYKIUY C TEMATUIECKUM HOfIexamuM (S + to + nHPUHNTHB); 3) KOHCTPYKIMI
¢ BonpocutenpHoit popmoit “Why + (not) + naduunTns?”. Ocoboe BHUMaHME B paboTe ypenser-
Cs TIepBOIl 1 BTOpOII rpynmne MHGUMHNTUBHBIX KoHCTpykuuit (IIS1 n IIS2), koToprle Ko HacTosIero
BpeMeHM He ObUIN IIpeiMeTOM BCECTOPOHHETO aHa/3a. B JaHHOI cTaTbe OHM pacCMaTpPUBAIOTCA Ha
Pa3HBIX YPOBHAX, C BbIJe/ICHNEM CIEINPIIECKIX A3bIKOBBIX 0COOEHHOCTEN KaXK/I0i1 IPYIIIIBI, YTO Jie-
JIaeT VX YHMKQ/JIbHBIMIU C TOYKY 3PEHMsI CUHTAKCUMYeCKOro cTpoeHMs. B pabore Taxoke IPOBOAUTCS
CPaBHMTE/IbHBII aHA/IN3 TPETbell IPYIIIbl MHOVHUTUBHBIX KOHCTPYKImit (ISS3) ¢ CMHOHMMMYHBIMU
KOHCTPYKLMAMMY, cofepxamumu aaabie ¢popMsel raarona (CSS1 u CSS2), B pesynbraTe 4ero Obum
BBIJIeJIEHbI CYLIeCTBEHHbIE CMHTAKCHMYECKIe, IIPAarMaTHIecKyie 1 CTUINCTUYECKIE P3N MEXLY
HIUMU, YKa3bIBAIOIME Ha OYEBUJJHYIO CAMOCTOATENbHOCTD ISS3 B cucTeMe aHITIMIICKMX NpeJIoxKe-
Hnit. Oco6oe BHMMaHMe B CTaTbe yie/leHO M3yYeHMIO IParMaTiyecKoil COCTABIIAIONIel He3aBUCHMBIX
MHQUHUTUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLMIA, I/I 4ero OblIa paspaboTaHa IIKaja paclpefe/leHNs IIATH MOogereit
yHOTpe6/IeHNs 3TUX eAVMHMI] B peun. B yKasaHHBIX MOJeNAX IMpeoOnafaloT caeyolye IpU3HaKN
IParMaTN4ecKoro COlep>KaHMsA: BOCXMINEHNe, YAUBIICHNe, IPUIVIAlIeHe, BO3MYIeHIe, OTYasHIe,
pasouapoBaHMe, yIOBIETBOPEHME, COMNAPHOCTD, pasfpakeHne, HeloBepye. B cTaThe Taxoke Ipo-
Be[€H KOIMYECTBEHHDBII aHaIM3 YIOTpeOIeHNss MHQUHUTUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLUII BCeX TPEX TUIIOB
Ha 6ase COBPEMEHHOII aHITIOA3BIYHOI XYHOXKECTBEHHOI JMTEPATypPhl, YTO MO3BOIUIO YCTAaHOBUTDH
npeo6rajlaHye KOHCTPYKIWIL, COTEp>KAIVIX OTPULIATe/IbHbIC VJUIOKYTHBHbIC aKTbl, @ Takxke 3adMK-
CHpOBaHa HaybO/IbIIAA YACTOTHOCTD B KOHCTPYKIVIAX C IIPEVIKATaMM, IPeCTaBIeHHbIMY IMYHBIMU
¢dopmamn rrarona (CSS1 1 CSS2).

KnroueBble cmoBa: He3aBUCUMbIE I/IH(I)I/IHI/ITI/IBHBIC KOHCTPYKLMM, IIOJIHOE IIpEAJIOKEHNE, JINMYHDbIE
(bOprI rymarosia, HeJIM4YHbIE (bOprI riaroisia, HeCTaHI[apTHbII}‘I CUHTAKCUC, ITparMaTmieckKasn (byHKLU/IFI

Ina mutuposanua: Kocranan 3.B. (2025). Mecto He3aBUCHMBIX MH(UHUTUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIMIL
B CUCTeMe aHITIMIICKUX Tpeoxennit. Punonozuueckue Hayku 6 MIVIMO. 11(1), C. 28-42. https://
doi.org/10.24833/2410-2423-2025-1-41-28-42
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1. Introduction

Infinitive structures are one-member constructions characterized by a verb in the nonfinite form as
the main component. These syntactic units often pose challenges in terms of definition, composition and
semantics, making it difficult to accurately position them within the system of English sentences. Many
grammarians, including Quirk and Greenbaum [22], Eastwood [11], Parrot [20], Swan [26], Semerjyan
[25], Wilkinson [30], provide only general definitions of these structures with minimal commentary.
Quirk and Greenbaum refer to these infinitive clauses as “slightly less restricted kinds of Wh-question”
[22, p. 203], while John Eastwood describes them as “a special pattern” [11, p. 26].

Linguists who focus more extensively on these structures offer various terms: isolated infinitives (Jes-
persen [13]), infinitival clause (Kreidler [15]), infinitival sentence (Duffley and Ens [10]) and Callies [4]),
infinitive clause (Koz'acikova [14]), sentence fragment (Mittwoch [19]), to-clauses (Van linden [27]), non-
finite clause (Payne [21]), split infinitives (Matinian [17]). Radford [23, p. 342] suggests the term infinitive
phrase, which he claims can be used interchangeably with a nonfinite clause.

Neither there exists consensus among linguists regarding a single definition for these structures. Ac-
cording to P. Matthews’ dictionary [18], an infinitive structure is “any syntactic unit whose structure is,
or is seen as reduced from that of a sentence, the one “which includes a verb and the elements that ac-
company it”. The Cambridge Dictionary views infinitive structures exclusively as dependent units, claim-
ing: “We usually use nonfinite verbs only in subordinate clauses” [5]. Similarly, Lan Geek [16] provides:
“Nonfinite clauses do not have a finite verb and do not contain a subject. They are subordinate clauses
that do not express a complete thought and cannot function as a sentence on their own” A somewhat
intermediary position is held by R. Jacobs [12] who distinguishes finite and nonfinite clauses, noting the
former can function independently, while the latter cannot. He asserts that “finite clauses require overt
subjects, whereas nonfinite clauses do not” [ibid, pp. 84—-85]. A. Radford [23, p. 342] sees no fundamental
difference in using infinitive clauses in sentences like “He is trying to help her” and “Why not let him help
her?”. However, structurally, these present two different constructions: the former is an embedded clause
within a full sentence, while the latter is an isolated clause with a nonfinite predicate and a null subject.
As noted by R. Jacobs, embedded clauses function as arguments of predicates and can have overt subjects
[12, p. 281].

Based on the above definitions, we can state that most researchers do not acknowledge the infinitive
clause as an independent structure. Prior research has focused on infinitival complementation (Haan
[8], Mittwoch [19], Jacobs [12], Radford [24], Kozacikova [14], Callies [4], Aljovic [1], Veselovska [28]),
whereby the presence of an overt subject is considered incompatible with these clauses. Some researchers
admit that such sentence fragments are possible in affirmative statements, headlines, and titles (Mittwoch
[19, p. 16]), while others argue that they cannot occur in interrogative sentences (Duffley and Ens [10,
p. 221]).

The few researchers who have examined infinitive structures in depth include Jespersen [13], Wier-
zbicka [29], Dixon [7], Duftley and Ens [10], and Mittwoch [19], whose studies focus on the syntactic and
semantic aspects of these units and highlight constraints on their use in English. However, certain key
points, such as the independent nature of infinitive clauses and the presence of a subject in these claus-
es, require further analysis. Another issue concerns the use of the particle “to” before the infinitive. It is
essential to distinguish between structures like “Why to give a bribe?” and “Why give a bribe?”. Duffley
and Ens [12, p. 221] argue that in the “to + infinitive” structure, the hearer is presumed to understand the
motive and rationale for the suggested action, while in the bare infinitive structure, the speaker remains
unaware of these motives or reasons. P. Duffley [9, pp. 86—-89] claims that the “to + infinitive” structure
indicates a straightforward perception of an event, while the bare infinitive involves observation and eval-
uation separated in time from the event described. This indicates that many aspects of infinitive clauses
remain unexplored and require further investigation.
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While linguists primarily focus on the semantic significance of the structures under investigation, we
propose analyzing them through the lens of specific speech situation in which the verb is used, i.e. from
a pragmatic perspective. We suggest that the use of “to” with the infinitive imparts a more immediate and
concrete character to the situation, involving specific participants in the action. Conversely, the infinitive
without “to” appears to lack a concrete foundation and serves a more general functional role akin to the
gerund (“giving a bribe”). Therefore, the nature of these structures is rather controversial, and there is a
need for comprehensive data to understand their precise character and usage, necessitating further explo-
ration of their grammatical and pragmatic potentials.

This paper proposes to use the term “independent infinitive structure” (IIS) to distinguish them from
a complete sentence structure with a finite verb form (CSS). The term “structure” is chosen instead of
“clause” to emphasize its independent, isolated character, unlike the term “clause,” which implies part of
a complete syntactic unit. The study identifies three basic patterns of IISs based on their focus, structure,
semantics, and pragmatics: 1) Infinitive with or without the particle “to” in the front position: (To) + inf.
(IIS1); 2) Infinitive with the front subject: S + (to) + inf. (IIS2); 3) “Why” followed by the infinitive: Why
+ (not) + inf? (IIS3). Additionally, two synonymous structures with finite predicates are examined for
contrastive analysis: 1) Why + should (not) + S + inf? (CSS1); 2) Why + do (not) + S + inf? (CSS2). The
research aims to contribute to the understanding of these syntactic units by unveiling their various facets
and drawing parallels with structures featuring predicates in finite forms.

2. Materials and Methodology
2.1 Materials

This study analyzes a diverse selection of novels by American and British writers published between
1958 and 2022. A diachronic analysis does not reveal consistent patterns in the frequency of the examined
structures across these works, as the time periodization does not yield significant differences. Instead, the
use of specific structures appears to be influenced more by the individual stylistic and writing preferences
of the authors. The choice of fiction as the primary source material is motivated by the need for a broad-
er contextual framework, often spanning entire books, which allows for a more profound and objective
examination of these structures — a depth that corpus studies may not sufficiently provide. Additionally,
the first type of independent infinitive structures (IIS1) is found exclusively in fiction, owing to its unique
pragmatic function, particularly in representing inner speech.

2.2 Methodology

The examination involved a detailed analysis of the collected examples to classify the five patterns of
clauses (IIS1, IIS2, IIS3, CSS1, and CSS2) according to their various pragmatic meanings. The following
steps were taken:

a. Identification and Classification

Examples of each pattern were identified and classified based on their pragmatic meanings, such as
suggestion, admiration, satisfaction, invitation, resentment, desperation, disappointment, disbelief, sur-
prise, and annoyance.

b. Pragmatic Analysis

The distribution of pragmatic meanings was analyzed to understand how different patterns express

various illocutionary acts. Special attention was given to the prevalence of negative and positive illocu-
tionary acts within each pattern.
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c. Quantitative Analysis

A quantitative distribution of the five types of clause occurrences was conducted based on the selected
novels. The frequency of each pattern was calculated to determine their prevalence and to identify any
notable trends or constraints.

d. Stylistic Analysis

The stylistic characteristics of the infinitive structures were examined, with a focus on the contexts in
which they appear (e.g., conversational styles vs. fictional contexts) and their role in conveying the char-
acter’s mental state, emotions, and feelings. This analysis also included an examination of the use of the
particle “to” in IIS1 (To + inf) structures and its absence in IIS3 structures.

e. Contrastive Analysis

The study involved a contrastive analysis of IIS3 and its synonymous structures (CSS: and CSS2) to
highlight significant differences in syntactic, pragmatic, and stylistic features. The analysis also aimed to
identify the factors influencing the selection of finite vs. nonfinite forms of the predicate.

By employing these methodologies, the study provides a comprehensive understanding of the prag-
matic features of IISs and CSSs, contributing valuable insights into their usage and function within the
English language.

3. A structural analysis of IISs
3.1 Independent infinitive structures vs various infinitive clauses

Independent infinitive structures in English exhibit visual similarities with other clause types, con-
tributing to potential confusion in their identification. Furthermore, distinct types of these structures
demonstrate correlations with various syntactic units, necessitating an individualized examination of
each type for a comprehensive understanding.

3.1.1 IIS1

In English, certain structures may bear a resemblance to this type of units, yet they differ in functional-
ity. Firstly, these structures manifest within a complete sentence as an integral constituent. Secondly, their
typical placement is not in the initial position. Consider the following sentences for illustration.

1. Ifit will please you

To show us so much gentry and good will

As to expend your time with us awhile (Shakespeare).

2. It was quite obvious that Elizabeth was not rich enough to afford the luxury of an artist husband
and a family (Aldington, p. 186).

3. The priority was to produce a book that reflected her personality accurately (Morton, p. 26).

4. Thatll mean at least a nice invitation to go to California and lecture (Segal, p. 284).

As is seen, the above IIS1 perform different syntactic functions in the sentence: an object (1), an ad-
verbial modifier of result (2), a predicative (3), and an attribute (4). Other infinitive clauses may occur in
the front position, yet they differ from IIS due to their function in the sentence; often, they are affected
by parcellation.

5. Two days later, Nixon began a series of secret meetings with Kissinger and a few aides. To discuss
widening the war by invading neutral Cambodia, to destroy the enemy’s supply depots (Segal, p. 371).
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6. But then gradually it dawned on him that he had left the house and gone to his lonely, underheat-
ed cubicle for a definite reason. To get away from Sara. To elude the beacon of her conscience (Segal,
p. 354).

7. Keep confidences, resist gossip. Read books by people whose perspective is different from
yours ... (M. Obama, p. 242).

8. To appoint a woman as managing director in his place would not be exactly simple (Mackinlay,
p. 121).

The infinitive clauses in the above sentences perform the functions of an adverbial modifier of pur-
pose (5), an attribute (6), and a subject clause (8). As for (7), it is an imperative sentence, with the implied
subject (you).

3.1.2 IIS2 (Infinitive with the front subject: S + (to) + inf.)

The second type of independent infinitive structures shares notable syntactic similarities with echo
questions, raising questions about the extent to which they are identical. Many linguists define echo ques-
tions as structures designed to clarify or confirm a preceding statement (Matthews [18], Carter et al.
[6], Swan [26], Radford [23], Payne [21]). Some scholars expand this definition by adding a secondary
function. Eastwood [11, p. 40] captures this broader understanding, asserting: “Echo questions are used
when we either do not understand what someone says or find it hard to believe.” This additional aspect
aligns echo questions more closely with infinitive clauses. Unlike a simple mechanical repetition of an
utterance in interrogative form (e.g., “I am getting married.” - “You are getting married?”), echo questions
can transform a structure, introducing both structural and pragmatic changes. Consider the following
dialogue:

9. They came to call upon you — and at the same time to ask whether you would mind retiring.”
“I? Retire in favor of your son!” (Ibsen, p. 96).

We can observe several transformations that accompany the hearer’s response to the speaker’s
statement:

a) the finite form of the predicate < the nonfinite form (infinitive);

b) the gerund < infinitive (retiring-retire);

c) the extension of the structure by adding in favor of your son;

d) the separate use of the subject (I) in the initial position as a result of parcellation;

e) statement (reported speech) < exclamatory sentence.

All these transformational changes mentioned above make IS different from the form of the tradition-
al echo question, which implies a mechanical repetition of the whole utterance or part of it.

3.2 Structural distinctions of IISs
3.2.1 IIS1 (Infinitive with or without the particle “to” in the front position)

I1S1 structures ((To) + inf.) exhibit distinctive characteristics that justify their unique position among
sentence types in English. These structures are divided into two subgroups based on the infinitive: a) with
the particle “to”, and b) (rarely) without “to”. A particularly interesting feature of IIS1 is the potential for
the infinitive to be preceded by another element, such as an adverbial modifier of manner (example 10)
or object (example 11).

10. Utterly, utterly to forget, in the great forgetting of death (Lawrence, p. 142).

11. Of all the mean tricks, to take my eggs (Lee, p. 54).

It is worth mentioning that this feature of infinitive structures has never been documented in previous
studies. Although it is relatively infrequent in usage, it can add a novel parameter to the understanding
of IIS1.
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Typically, the infinitive in these constructions appears in its simple form, although other forms are
possible. For instance, the infinitive can take the perfect form, as illustrated in the following example:

12. It wasn't I who killed her! I swear that! To have chosen that night of all others. God, it’s been
awful!” (Christiez, p. 150).

While IIS1 structures generally appear in the affirmative, the negative form is also possible:

13. Not go along in cold blood and kill her when she was asleep! (Christiez, p. 20).

These distinctive features set IIS1 apart from other infinitive structures, not only in terms of morphol-
ogy and syntax, but also pragmatically, as they often convey a heightened degree of emotionality and
function as expressive constructs (“expressives”).

3.2.2 IIS2 (Infinitive with the front subject: S + (to) + inf.)

An IIS2 with a topical subject is of particular interest, as it represents an almost unique grammatical
construction based on non-standard syntax. To date, there has been no research specifically addressing
this type of infinitive clause. Therefore, our analysis provides an initial linguistic interpretation, acknowl-
edging that alternative approaches may exist. Consider the following example:

14. It was incredible. A man in that condition to arise and depart (Fitzgerald, p. 274).

The distinctive nature of the structure A man in that condition to arise and depart lends itself to the
interpretation within the framework of Transformational Grammar. It is essential to emphasize that this
structure carries a heightened expressiveness, manifesting the speaker’s emotional stance on the conveyed
message. In this particular instance, the sentiment is disbelief, corroborated by the preceding context (“It
was incredible”) leading to the utterance in question. Thus, A man in that position to arise and depart en-
capsulates two underlying structures: 1) “I can’t believe it”, and 2) “A man in that position could arise and
depart”. Through transformation, the structure becomes “A man in that condition to arise and depart”. In
this transformed state, the illocutive force of the initial proposition lacks verbal realization in the surface
structure, yet its reflection remains apparent, characterized by a concise, abrupt, and invalidated expres-
sion, thereby deviating from the conventional rules of English sentence structuring. Similar interpretative
considerations can be extended to the ensuing sentences, which convey diverse emotions such as disap-
pointment (15), resentment (16, 17), surprise (18), and disbelief (19).

15. “A tailor like you, Morry, to make such a fuss. You should be ashamed.” (Mankowitz, p. 381)

16. “And you to talk of cruelty?” (Voynich, p. 298)

17. “I tell Dick what he should do or shouldn’t do.” (Fitzgerald, p. 296)

18. “Ilook like a banker?” (Mankowitz, p. 382)

19. Me to marry him? Never! (conversational)

As the above examples testify, the subject is expressed by a noun or a pronoun in the nominative or
objective case. The infinitive, whether accompanied by “to” (15, 16, 19) or appearing bare (17, 18), in-
troduces a notable challenge in justifying the selection between the two forms. In case of the compound
nominal predicate, the link-verb may be omitted due to ellipsis, the structure preserving the most impor-
tant communicative part.

20. “Mrs. de Winter afraid?” said Mrs. Danvers. “She was afraid of nothing and no one”” (du Maurier,
p. 359)

21. “But your daughter married to my son! Only think: it's impossible.” (Shaw, p. 179)

The examination of IIS1 and IIS2 shows that both types have a non-standard syntax and can be prag-
matically defined as expressives due to their high emotionality. As such, they can be assigned a special
place in the English structure, functioning as pragmatically marked subgroups of interrogative and ex-
clamatory sentences.
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2.2.3 IIS3 (“Why” followed by the infinitive: Why + (not) + inf?)

The third type of independent infinitive structures include the interrogative adverb “why” in the initial
position. They have two forms: 1) “Why + inf.?” and 2) “Why + not + inf.?”. Some linguists (Jespersen
[13], Callies [4]) view them as a product of ellipsis. Callies [ibid.] notes that they are elliptical construc-
tions in which the subject and the verbs “should” or “do” are dropped. On the surface, it might seem that
we deal with ellipsis: “Why not invite them?” is an elliptic form of “Why don’t you invite them?” or “Why
shouldn’t you invite them?”. M. Swan claims [26, p. 629] that “Why not give her some flowers?” can be
used in the same way as “Why don’t you give her some flowers?”. Parrot notes that some learners find it
helpful to think of “Why not + inf.?” as an abbreviation of “Why don’t you...?” [20, pp. 146—-147]. How-
ever, while syntactically these structures may appear to involve ellipsis, they differ considerably from a
pragmatic standpoint. The following comparison of sentences illustrates these distinctions:

a.  Why not invite them?

b.  Why don't you invite them?

¢.  Why shouldn’t you invite them?

We find that in all of the sentences above, there is a pragmatic involvement. In (b) and (c) the question
is directed to the interlocutor, in (a) the question does not necessarily refer to the interlocutor and can
be perceived as a good idea for any person present or even absent during the communication. Dixon [7,
p. 235] sees only a semantic difference between the above structures. He finds that questions (b) and (c)
sound like an attempt to cause the action to happen and may require a response while (a) implies the po-
tentiality for the action to take place. Hence, it has been confirmed that ellipsis may entail various struc-
tural, pragmatic, and semantic changes. M. Blokh [3, p. 371] gives a somewhat different interpretation
of the nature of this clause. Analyzing the utterance “Why be so insistent, Jim? If he doesn't want to tell
you.” (J.O Hara), the linguist claims that the “Why + inf.?” clause is a parcellated construction of a larger
speech fragment. This aligns with the view of those linguists who do not acknowledge the independent
character of this syntactic unit.

Normally, an IIS3 starts with “Why” followed by the bare infinitive in the affirmative or negative form,
the latter being more common. Our analysis shows that “Why” may sometimes be preceded by conjunc-
tive words such as but, and, then, yet, and so, which attach a certain contrastive shade to the utterance:

22. “But why want to marry me?” (Aldington, p. 208)

23. “Then why not sell the strip of land?” (Cook, p. 13)

24. “Why in heavens name go with them then?” (Maurier, p. 55)

25. “So why bother to try?” (M. Obama, p. 33)

Biber et al. [2] characterize conjunctions and and but as “sentence-initial coordinators often occurring
at paragraph boundaries, where they create a marked effect”. We posit that a similar characterization
may apply to the adverbs then (23) and so (25), which can be classified as sentence-initial coordinators
performing nearly identical functions within the target structures. It is noteworthy to mention that they
manifest a more flexible position in the sentence. So, it can be said that Why-structures function as in-
dependent units occurring in conversational English. The use of conjunctive words at the beginning of
sentences is an inherent feature of these clauses, allowing them to be classified as functional variants.

3.2.3 IIS vs CSS1 and CSS2

As previously discussed, structures featuring “Why” exhibit semantic equivalence with constructions
that use the finite form of the predicate. However, the differences between these structures have not been
extensively explored. In general, an IIS with a nonfinite predicate implies the interlocutor as the subject of
the predicate. Nevertheless, the structure can also convey a favorable suggestion or idea directed toward
anyone present or even absent in the interaction. The following example illustrates this point.

26. “Listen, we all know that I don’t need any pages turned. So why not stay here and play your heart’s
content?” (Segal, p. 101)
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The speaker does not address anyone in particular but rather offers an idea for consideration to those
present in the speech act, which makes this utterance essentially different from CSS1 (Why + should (not)
+ S +inf?), as well as CSS2 (Why + do (not) + S + inf?), where the subject is explicitly stated. It is notewor-
thy that in ISSs the inexplicit addressees can include:

1) the interlocutor

27. “Why don't you go with your wife?” (Haileyz, p. 260)

2) the speaker

28. “Why on earth should I be shocked?” (Arlington, p.191)

3) the speaker and the addressee

29. “Why don't we just drive to the place and have coffee there?” (Segal, p. 362)

4) 3d person (expressed by a noun or personal pronoun)

30. “Why should she come back by boat and train instead of by air?” (Christie1, p. 146)

5) the addressee and 3d person (probably not present during the interaction)

31. “Why do you and Elizabeth live in this horrible district? It must be awfully unhealthy, especially
for Elizabeth.” (Aldington, p. 225)

32. “Why don't you and Nikku go to the lobby? (Cook, p. 434)

(NikKki is sitting at a distance from the place where the conversation is held between her parents.)

It is worth mentioning that some constraints exist on the use of “Why + Inf. structures”. These are:

1) The complexity of the construction - composite sentences, sentences with homogeneous
parts and appositive structures:

33. Why, people rightly wonder, do we need to try to be so reasonable all the time? (M. Obama,
p. 275)

34. “Why should I want to shoot the girl I am going to marry?” (Christiez, p. 155)

35. “Why don't you practice as a doctor, if you like to work so much?” (Fitzgerald, p. 248)

36. “Why do you serve such fattening meals and keep cake and candy and ice cream in the house?”
(Heller, p. 175)

2) The use of exclamations and slang:

37. “Why the hell do you think I was talking about?” (Heller, p. 140)

38. “Why on earth should Ladislaus want to shoot Micky Gorman?” (Christier, p. 170)

3) The use of modal words and phrases:

39. “Why should individual people have to try to change themselves when, really and truly, it’s their
workplace that needs to change?” (M. Obama, p. 255)

40. “In fact, why don't you come up and assist at Hodges” autopsy?” he said. (Haileyz, p. 184)

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Pragmatic features of IISs and CSSs

The patterns I1S1 IIS2, I1S3 and their synonymous structures CSS1 and CSS2 display various illocution-
ary acts. Though similar in many cases, their pragmatic meanings may sometimes differ considerably.
The material presented below shows the distribution of pragmatic meanings according to the type of
target structures. The examination of the vast illustrative material allows us to present the classification
of the five patterns of clauses according to their various pragmatic meanings: 1) suggestion (IIS3, CSS1,
and CSS2), 2) admiration (IIS1), 3) satisfaction (IIS1), 4) invitation (IIS3;), 5) resentment (all patterns),
6) desperation (IIS1, IIS3, and CSS1), 7) disappointment (all patterns), 8) disbelief, surprise (IIS1, IISs,
CSS1 and CSS2, 9) annoyance (IIS3, CSS1 and CSS2). Negative structures are predominantly found in
expressing suggestions, invitations, annoyance, and resentment. Below find examples of such clauses ac-
cording to their pragmatic meanings:

1) suggestion (IIS3, CSS1 and CSS2)

41. “Why not go to North?” Burke said again. (Aldridge, p. 214)

42. “Why shouldn’t she support herself for a change?” (Fitzgerald, p. 58)
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43. “Why don’t you stop in?” (Lawrence, p. 166)

Interestingly, almost all the patterns are found in the negative form.

2) admiration (IIS1)

44. Just to look up at the sky! To walk through the woods! ... To climb the hills...

To lie down and drink the clear, cold water! Five days in hell! And every day. An eternity” (Corrie,
p. 310)

3) satisfaction (IIS1)

45. To think I did all that and may I say — not in a shy way, oh, no” (Frank Sinatra, “My Way”)

4) invitation (IIS3)

46. “Why not come with us? It’s a big Packard and there’s only my wife.

myself... and the governess.” (Fitzgerald, p. 225)

5) resentment (all patterns)

47. “To be born for the slaughter like a calf or a pig! To be violently cast back into nothing — for what?
My God! For what?” (Aldington, p. 278)

48. “And you to talk of cruelty?” (Voynich, p. 298)

49. “Why do you give me asinine denials? You know I wasn’t asking you what was wrong...?” (Heller,
p. 385)

50. “Why should the Bank get it?” (Aldridge, p. 216)

51. “I removed a tumor. It turned out to be benign.

“Then why keep her here for three weeks?” (Haileyz, p. 64)

6) desperation (all patterns, except I1S2)

52. “To give up everything, to resist any human involvements that might detract from your work? Do
you understand what it means to sacrifice your youth for nothing?” (Segal, p. 456)

53. “Yet why should we mourn, O Zeus, and why should we laugh? Why weep, why mock?” (Alding-
ton, p. 173)

54. “Whats wrong with me? Am I afraid of living? Why hesitate; why not settle now?” (Haileyz,
p. 289)

55. “Why don't you snow?” he cried at the sky”. (Aldridge, p. 184)

7) disappointment (all patterns)

56. To die to sleep,

No more; and by a sleep to say we end

The heart-ache and the thousand natural shocks... (Shakespeare, p. 23)

57. “Why shouldn’t we talk about what interests us, and what, after all, is extremely important to adult
life and happiness?” (Aldridge, p. 181)

58. Why live in the past? (Christiez, p. 181)

59. “Why do I let myself agonize over what even at best would have been no more than an amusing
three-minute speech?” (Heller, p. 203)

8) disbelief, surprise (all the patterns, except I11S2)

60. “To think that it was there, all the time, before my eyes, and I didn't see it?” (Christiez. p. 84)

61. “Why cling on to things in their place?” (Christiez, p. 181)

62. “Why do you have to work in a place where you don't like so many people?” (Heller, p. 253)

63. “Why on earth should Rebecca have committed suicide? The most unlikely person.” (Maurier,
p. 369)

9) annoyance (IIS3, CSS1 and CSS2)

64. “Why bother with the one person in the world who still thinks youre a worm?” (Segal, p. 390)

65. Why should the Bank get it? Why do they keep buying up the Farm?” (Aldridge, p. 216)

66. “Why don't you go and tell the Warden to put your name for one of those territories?” (Aldridge,
p. 215)
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TABLE 1: Distribution of IISs and their synonymous structures according to their pragmatic meanings.

1IS: 11S2 JINE CSS1 CSS2

Suggestion - - + + +
Admiration + - - _

Satisfaction + - - _ B
Invitation - - + + +
Resentment + + + + +
Desperation + - + + +
Disbelief/

surprise + + +
Disappointment + + + +
Annoyance - - + + +

Based on the data presented in TABLE 1, our primary observation is that negative emotions exhibit
a broader spectrum of linguistic expressions. Various negative illocutionary acts, including resentment,
disappointment, desperation, disbelief and surprise, are represented across nearly all patterns. Converse-
ly, positive illocutive acts such as admiration and satisfaction find expression basically in one pattern -
IIS1. Other illocutionary acts such as suggestions, invitations, and annoyance are generally conveyed by
I1S3, CSS1 and CSS2 encompass. Notably, IIS2 emerges as the least frequent pattern, followed by IIS: and
11Ss, aligning with a trend commonly highlighted by linguists in the study of infinitive constructions. The
most prevalent patterns are CSS1 and CSS2, functioning as synonymous structures to IIS3, as they operate
without the constraints imposed on the latter. Suggestions, invitations annoyance, and resentment are
normally expressed in the negative form of the respective clauses. Regarding the degree of emotionality,
structures IIS1 and IIS2 show the highest rate of vehemence and fervor.

4.2 Stylistic analysis of IC structures and their synonymous structures

The infinitive structures examined in the present paper reveal different stylistic characteristics. The
patterns identified as IIS1 (To + inf.) are conspicuously absent in conversational styles and are predom-
inantly observed in fictional contexts, where they are applied to articulate the character’s mental state,
emotions, and feelings. This linguistic device aligns with stylistic conventions, recognized as inner speech
or interior dialogue, wherein the infinitive is conventionally collocated with the particle “to”.

67. “To think that all these people lived many years ago.” (Morton, p. 42)

68. “To break the clue, mingle, and commingle with one darkness, without afterwards or forwards.”
(Lawrence, p. 142)

69. “Just to look up at the sky! To walk through the woods! ... To climb the hills... To lie down and
drink the clear, cold water! Five days in hell! And every day an eternity.” (Corrie, p. 310)

IIS2 structures (S + inf.), which generally exhibit heightened emotional content, are prevalent in the
conversational discourse, regardless of the participants’ social status or education level. The following pair
of sentences exemplify this assertion:

70. “Itell Dick what he should or shouldn’t do!” (Fitzgerald, p. 296)

71. “Ilook like a banker?” (Mankowitz, p. 382)

The above utterances belong to Nicole (70), a woman of high society, and Fender (71), a warehouse
clerk. In both cases, the expression of high emotionality sounds almost the same way. Frequently, the
emotional intensity is further underscored by broader context provided by the author, which is duly
highlighted in the examples below:

72. “Why not sue me, just for practice”? Tom Lewis swung away from the typewriter. (Hailey,
p. 155)

73. “I'” she exclaimed in amazement. “T tell Dick what he should do or shouldn't do!” (Fitzgerald,
p. 296)
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Regarding IIS3 (Why + inf.?) structures, it can be stated they tend to emerge in informal conversa-
tions among individuals with close or intimate relationships or within groups of peers, where linguistic
complexity is often minimized and expressions are succinct. Furthermore, it is evident that individuals of
elevated status, education, or authority tend to avoid employing the “Why + inf?” structure. Scrutinizing
numerous examples investigated in this study substantiates this observation. However, assuming that for-
mality is the primary criterion for distinguishing between IIS3 and CSS1 or CSS2 poses certain challenges.
The examples extracted from E. Segal’s novel “The Class” further illuminate this point.

74. “Then why not quit while you're ahead?” (Segal, p. 43)

75. Why doesn’t Nixon just quit and put everybody - especially the country - out of its misery?”
(Ibid.)

Both utterances featuring structures with finite and nonfinite forms of the predicate originate from the
same character (Cathy, whose professional affiliations are linked to the White House) and pertain to the
same subject matter. Moreover, these expressions are found on the same page of the book. The probable
determinant for the selection between these structures lies in the sentence’s length and the intricacy of its
composition. As the examples testify, (75) contains 15 words, while (74) only 7 words.

TABLE 2 below provides an overview of the quantitative distribution of the five types of clause occur-
rences. This analysis is conducted based on a selection of ten novels authored by American and British
writers, including “The Class” (E. Segal), “The Final Diagnosis” (A. Hailey), “Tender Is the Night” (E.S.
Fitzgerald), “The Hunter” (J. Aldridge), “Something Happened” (J. Heller), “Death of a Hero” (R. Ar-
lington), “Rebecca” (D. du Maurier), “Fatal Cure” (R. Cook), “The Moon and Sixpence” (S. Maugham),
“At Bertram’s Hotel” (A. Christie). While not extensively featured in this specific facet of the investiga-
tion, other sources are included for their singular instances of target structures, presenting intriguing
cases of IS usage. The data presented in Table 2 reveals that IIS1 and IIS2 exhibit the lowest frequency
of occurrences, aligning with the consensus among linguists highlighting the infrequent usage of these
patterns. Conversely, CSS1 and CSS2 demonstrate the highest frequency across nearly all the analyzed
books, contrasting with IIS3 structures. The relatively extensive prevalence of IIS3 in E. Segal’s novel “The
Class” may be attributed to the informal use of English by the characters, who are fellow students in most
cases. Additionally, the substantial size of the book (531 pages) may contribute to this observed range.
In J. Heller’s novel, the least frequency of IIS3 occurrences can be explained by the specific character of
the narrative. The protagonist, Bob Slocum, engages in a stream of consciousness encompassing various
aspects of his life, leading to frequent self-directed Why—questions (“Why should/shouldn’t I + inf?” and
(“Why do/don’t I + inf?”). Interestingly, the same observation can be made concerning Michelle Obama’s
biographical book “The Light We Carry”, in which only a single case of Why + inf.? is registered. Below is
Table 2 featuring the quantitative distribution of all the patterns in fiction.

TABLE 2: Quantitative distribution of the structures in fiction

IS 11S2 11Ss CSS1 CSS2 Total occurrences
The Class 3,4% 0% 18% 3,8% 20% 68
The Final Diagnosis 7,7% 0% 15% 54% 13% 13
Tender is The Night 0 12% 12% 42% 35% 26
The Hunter 0 0 6,9% 24% 69% 29
Something Happened 0 0 1,8% 64% 34% 56
Death of a hero 19% 0 40% 23% 17% 47
Rebecca 0 5,3% 16% 53% 26% 19
Fatal Cure 0 0 40% 40% 21% 43
The Moon And Sixpence 0 0 0 64% 36% 11
At Betram’s Hotel 45% 0 13% 20% 60% 15

The quantitative analysis demonstrates that CSS1 and CSSz, structures exhibit the highest frequency in
most books, contrasting with IIS3 structures (the proportion being approximately 1:3/4). The least com-
mon is IIS2 followed by IIS1. The most widespread clauses are the synonymous structures “Why + do + S
+ Inf?” and “Why + should + S+ inf?”, which lack the constraints imposed on IIS3 clauses.
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5. CONCLUSION

The present multi-functional analysis of infinitive structures with nonfinite predicates has shown that
they are characterized by non-standard syntax, which entitles them to occupy a special place in English
Grammar. These units identified formally with interrogative and exclamatory sentences have been catego-
rized as subgroups due to their specific structural, pragmatic, and stylistic dimensions. They present three
primary types: 1) infinitive structures with the particle “to” at the front (To + inf.), 2) infinitive structures
with a topical subject (S + to + inf), and 3) structures with Why + (to) + inf?. The inclusion in the study
of the second type with the frontal subject (S + (to) +inf.) has served as a strong argument against those
linguists who claim that infinitive clauses cannot have overt subjects. The contrastive analysis of the third
type of infinitive structures and their synonymous constructions with finite predicates (CSS1 and CSS2)
reveals significant differences in syntactic, pragmatic, and stylistic features. Notably, all three patterns
(IISs, CSS1, and CSS2) expressing suggestion are found in the negative form. The pragmalinguistic analy-
sis established the prevalence of negative illocutive acts across almost all patterns, with positive ones pre-
dominantly expressed in only one structure: IIS1. The collected statistical data suggests that the highest
frequency of occurrences belongs to structures with finite predicates. The study also pinpoints syntactic,
pragmatic, and stylistic constraints on using IIS3 units concerning CSS1 and CSS2. Another interesting
finding is the absence of the to-infinitive in IIS3, contrary to the claims of some linguists who acknowl-
edge such a variant. This finding challenges the opinion of those researchers who recognize the rightful
coexistence of the two variants.

Abbreviations

IC - Infinitive Clause

s — Independent Infinitive Structure

ISt — To + inf.

IIS2 — S + (to) + inf.

1S3 - Why + (not) + (to) + inf.?

CSS - Complete Sentence Structure

CSS1 - Why + should + S + inf.?

CSS2 - Why + do + S +inf.?
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